REMARKS 



Claims 1-11 and 24-37 are currently pending in this application. Claims 1-11 and 24-37 
were rejected. Claims 12-23 were previously cancelled. Claims 1, 24 and 29 are amended by 
the present response. 

Claim Rejections under 35 USC §101 

Claims 1-11 were rejected under 35 U.S. C. 101 on the ground that the recited method 
claims are not tied to a particular machine and do not perform a transformation. Claim 1 has 
been amended to address the Examiner's concerns. 

Claims 29-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 on the ground that the "claims are 
directed to the software itself, not a system occurring as a result of executing the software, a 
system programmed to operate in accordance with the system nor a manufacture structurally and 
functionally interconnected with the system in a manner which enables the system to act as a 
computer component and realize its functionality". (Office Action, page 3). Claim 29 has been 
amended to address the Examiner's concerns. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the section 101 rejections against claims 1 and 
29, and the claims that depend from them, are overcome by these amendments. 

Claim Rejections under 35 USC §103 

Claims 1-1 1 and 24-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
RFC791 : Internet Protocol - DARPA Internet Program Protocol Specification, hereinafter 
RFC791, further in view of applicant's disclosure of prior art and Lubber (US Patent No. 
7,149,769), further in view of Scheible, "Limited ELS Buffer Proposal", and further in view of 
Miller (US Patent No. 7,222,360). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

As discussed in previous responses, the arguments of which are incorporated herein, the 
Applicants believe that the claims in presently pending form are allowable. However, to 
facilitate prosecution, independent claims 1 , 24 and 29 have been amended to further clarify 
aspects of the invention. For example, claim 1 has been amended to recite " at the source entity, 
receiving a PLOGI Accept message from the target entity , wherein the exchange of PLOGI 
messages p rocess allows the |~|~a~|] source entity and the target entity to determine whether either 
of the source entity or the target entity has limitations in supporting Extended Link Services 
(ELS) messages, wherein if either the source entity or target entity has ELS support limitations, 
the source entity sends a reporting message to which the target entity responds with a reporting 
accept message, the exchange of such reporting messages allowing the source entity and the 
target entity to identify the maximum length of an ELS message that the other entity is able to 
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receive ". Claim 1 also recites " determining at the source entity that an authentication message 
has a length that exceeds the ELS an authentication message length supported by the target entity 
in a fibre channel Fabric ". 

Similar amendments have been made to independent claim 24 and 29. 

These amendments are supported by the specification, for example, at paragraphs [0023] 
through [0029]. The amendments are made to facilitate prosecution, and are not being made for 
any reasons relating to patentability. Applicants reserve the right to pursue the unamended 
claims as well as any other subject matter supported by the specification in this or subsequent 
related applications. 

The cited references do not teach the elements of the independent claims of the present 
application, either alone or in combination. 

For example, the cited references do not teach or suggest "at the source entity, receiving a 
PLOGI Accept message from the target entity, wherein the exchange of PLOGI messages allows 
the source entity and the target entity to determine whether either of them has limitations in 
supporting Extended Link Services (ELS) messages, wherein if either the source entity or target 
entity has ELS support limitations, the source entity sends a reporting message to which the 
target entity responds with a reporting accept message, the exchange of such reporting messages 
allowing the source entity and the target entity to identify the maximum length of an ELS 
message that the other entity is able to receive", either alone or in combination. Neither do the 
cited references teach or suggest "determining at the source entity that an authentication message 
has a length that exceeds the ELS message length supported by the target entity". 

The Examiner relies upon the Scheible reference as teaching "sending a process login 
(PLOGI) message to a target entity wherein the PLOGI process allows a source entity and the 
target entity to determine that an authentication message has a length that exceeds an 
authentication message length supported by the target entity" citing page 1, paragraphs 1-2 of 
Scheible. However, Scheible does not teach these claim elements, much less the amended claim 
elements of the independent claims. The section cited by the Examiner states: "Until recently, 
FC-FS (and C-PH) had a default buffer size limitation of 128 bytes. However, many ELSs grew 
to exceed this amount and that created problems. The most obvious one was how can you issue 
a PLOGI/FLOGI that is either 1 16 or 256 bytes (and maybe more), when the default is 128 bytes 
(and cannot be changed until you issue the PLOGI/FLOGI). Scheible continues: "Several high 
volume implementers have been shipping designs where the ELS buffer size is in the order of 
128 bytes. The reason for this is that designs separate regular buffer space from processor 
controlled buffer space. For this reason, ELSs which are processor processed, go to the more 
expensive and limited processor controlled buffer space. This design in [sic] based on practical 
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issues and is unlikely to change in the future. In addition, these designs do not support multi- 
frame ELSs." 

As is made clear by the above discussion, Scheible merely addresses the "problem" of 
sending a PLOGI/FLOGI message that exceeds or is smaller than a default buffer size. 

By contrast, the claims as amended recite a source entity and a target entity exchanging 
PLOGI messages to "identify the maximum length of an ELS message that the other entity is 
able to receive". Determining the maximum length of an ELS message supported by another 
entity is not taught by Scheible. Further, the claims as amended recite "determining at the source 
entity that an authentication message has a length that exceeds the ELS message length 
supported by the target entity". Scheible does not teach or suggest making a determination of 
whether a message exceeds a supported length, much less whether an authentication message has 
a length that exceeds an identified ELS message length supported by a target entity. 

Applicants have reviewed the other cited references to see whether they cure the 
deficiencies of Scheible. None of the other cited references teach a source entity and a target 
entity exchanging PLOGI messages to "identify the maximum length of an ELS message that the 
other entity is able to receive". Nor do any of the other cited references teach "determining at 
the source entity that an authentication message has a length that exceeds the ELS message 
length supported by the target entity" prior to fragmenting at a source entity an authentication 
message for transmission to a target entity. 

Based on the above, the cited references do not teach or suggest the above recited claim 
elements, either alone or in combination. 

For at least the above reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the section 1 03 
rejections against independent claims 1, 24 and 29 should be withdrawn. Applicants also request 
that the rejections against the dependent claims be withdrawn for at least similar reasons. 

Applicant believes that all pending claims are allowable and respectfully requests a 
Notice of Allowance for this application from the Examiner. Should the examiner believe that a 
telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application, Applicants' attorney 
requests that the examiner contact the undersigned at the telephone number below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Weaver Austin Villeneuve & Sampson LLP 

/G. Audrey Kwan/ 

G. Audrey Kwan 
Reg. No. 46,850 

P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
510-663-1100 
gak/scm 
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